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Abstract
Praise is a simple strategy, that when used correctly reduces student inappropriate
behavior. Furthermore, praise is a key strategy used within the School-wide Positive Behavior
Intervention Supports (SWPBIS) framework. All staff are expected to participate in SWPBIS
and therefore, it is important for staff to know how use praise effectively. However, few studies
have examined educators’ knowledge of effective praise use. In the current study, 201 educators
completed the Praise Knowledge Assessment of Teachers and Educators (PKATE) and the
Behavior Intervention Rating System for Praise (BIRS-P). The PKATE was created by the
author to assess educators’ knowledge of effective praise use and the BIRS-P assesses praise
acceptability (i.e., whether educators find praise to be an acceptable strategy to manage student
behavior). On average, educators received a score of 18.76 (range 16.88 - 20.33) on the PKATE,
indicating most educators in the current sample had slightly below average praise knowledge.
On average, educators received a score of 50.30 (range 49.00 - 51.60) on the BIRS-P, indicating
most educators in the current sample found praise to be an acceptable strategy. The PKATE and
the BIRS-P were related, although this relation was not significant nor high enough to conduct
further interpretation. There were also correlations between administrator praise and PKATE
scores and administrator praise and BIRS-P scores, but only the relation between administrator
praise and the BIRS-P score was statistically significant. Implications and future directions are
discussed.
Keywords: acceptability of praise, behavior educator training, classroom management,
praise knowledge, specific praise.
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Middle School and High School Educators’ Knowledge and Acceptability of Praise
Teaching is a stressful career due in part to managing students’ behavioral challenges and
trying to ensure that all students’ academic needs are met (Cheney & Barringer, 1995;
McLeskey, Henry, & Hodges, 1998; Sawka, McCurdy, & Mannella, 2002). Many teachers report
that during their pre-service training, they receive little instruction on how to effectively manage
student problem behaviors. (Baker, 2005; Reinke, Stormont, Herman, Puri, & Goel, 2011).
Common classroom problem behaviors include noncompliance, verbal disruptions, and off-task
student behavior (Alter & Haydon, 2017; Alter, Walker, & Landers, 2013; Rose & Gallup,
2005). Continued management of these behaviors overtime may be one of the contributing
factors to teacher burnout and teachers’ decision to leave the field (Ingersoll, 2001; Evertson &
Weinstein, 2006). Considering this, teachers’ knowledge of and skilled implementation of
effective teaching and behavior management strategies is of utmost importance (Kyriacou,
2001).
Teacher praise is an effective classroom management strategy that has been studied for
more than four decades (Hall, Lund, & Jackson, 1968; White, 1975) and in recent years there has
been an increase in published teacher praise research (Floress, Beschta, Meyer, & Reinke, 2017).
Past research has largely focused on examining the influence of verbal, contingent, and behaviorspecific praise on student behavior; however, there are other questions related to teacher praise
that are still unanswered. For example, it is unclear how knowledgeable teachers are regarding
the effective use of praise, particularly among middle and high school teachers. The literature
provides recommendations and evidence to support how praise should be implemented, but there
is limited research on assessing teachers’ knowledge on effectively implementing praise.
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Assessing middle and high school teachers’ knowledge of effective praise use may be helpful in
targeting teacher professional development regarding this simple and easy to use strategy.
Praise Defined
Brophy (1981), described praise as the expression of approval given by a teacher that
goes beyond providing a student feedback for a correct answer. Brophy further explained that
praise is when the teacher is excited for a student and provides feedback to boost or show
enthusiastic approval for what the child did. More recently, Blote (1995) added that praise is
when a teacher shows intense approval for a student’s behavior and Nelson, Young, Young, and
Cox (2009) indicated that praise can be verbal, gestural, or written.
Praise is commonly broken down into two categories: general praise (GP) and behaviorspecific praise (BSP). General praise is defined as any verbalization or gesture that expresses
favorable judgement or approval (Floress & Jenkins, 2015; Reinke, Stormont, Herman,
Wachsmuth, & Newcomer, 2015). Typical GP examples include “Good Job,” “Nice Work,” or a
thumbs up gesture. On the other hand, BSP is defined as any verbalization or gesture that
expresses favorable judgement or approval for a specific behavior or characteristic exhibited by a
student (Floress & Jenkins, 2015; Reinke et al., 2015). Examples of BSP include “Kaleb you are
doing a good job working quietly on your homework assignment” or “You all did such a nice job
lining up for art class.”
Researchers have argued that BSP is a superior form of praise because specifically
identifying what behavior is approved (e.g., “working quietly on your homework assignment”)
allows the child to easily identify what they did that led to teacher approval. When this occurs, it
is likely that the child may more readily replicate that same approved (or similar) behavior
(Brophy, 1981; Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Martin, 2007; Sutherland, Wehby, & Copeland, 2000).
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The idea that a child’s targeted appropriate behavior increases after receiving teacher BSP is
supported by operant conditioning theory. Operant conditioning is a method of learning that
occurs as the result of rewarding and punishing consequences. Over time, an individual makes
associations between specific behavioral responses and specific consequences (Skinner, 1938).
There are four types of consequences in operant conditioning theory: positive reinforcement,
negative reinforcement, positive punishment, and negative punishment.
Positive reinforcement occurs when a behavior is strengthened following the addition of a
consequence an individual deems rewarding (Mcleod, 2007). For example, when a student’s
appropriate behavior increases after a teacher uses BSP, the teachers’ use of BSP is likely
functioning as a form of positive reinforcement (Hawkins & Helfin, 2011). This may look like
the following in the classroom: Sam is working hard (on-task) to complete her spelling work.
Her teacher tells her “Sam, you are so focused. Nice job working hard on your spelling.” If
Sam’s on-task behavior is observed to increase, it can be concluded that Sam’s on-task behavior
was strengthened or positively reinforced by her teachers’ use of BSP. Many researchers have
examined the effects of praise on student behavior; therefore, the empirical literature provides
information on how to use praise effectively. The following section reviews this literature.
Effective Praise Use
The impact of teacher praise and attention on student behavior has been studied since the
1960s. For example, Hall, Lund, and Jackson (1968) examined teacher praise and attention on
student disruptive behavior using an ABAB experimental design. In this study a teacher provided
contingent praise to six students with high rates of disruptive and off-task behavior and students’
on-task behavior increased (average baseline ranged from 25%-68% and increased to 70%-85%;
Hall et al., 1968, p 2-10). This is one of the early studies that demonstrated that when teachers
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increase their praise (with students exhibiting problem behaviors), improvements in student ontask behavior is observed.
Although praise is an easy to implement, cost-effective strategy that improves student
disruptive behavior there is less agreement on the specific components that are needed to
increase the likelihood that teachers use praise effectively. Possibly because many praise
recommendations lack the necessary research to support their use (e.g., sincerity, enthusiasm).
The following four components are supported in the literature as important to the effective use of
praise: a) praise should be used often, b) praise should be specific, c) function should be
considered, d) praise should be used preventatively or with those students who are likely to
benefit the most. Each of these praise components and their research support will be discussed in
detail next.
High rates of praise. In a recent study, Caldarella and colleagues (2020) examined
varying rates of teacher praise and challenging student behavior (off-task behaviors) to determine
an ideal or optimal rate of praise; however, an ideal rate was not identified because as they
changed the rate of praise usage, challenging student behavior steadily decreased. The authors
found no significant or drastic drop in challenging student behavior, which would have helped
identify an ideal praise rate. Other studies have also demonstrated that when teacher praise
increases, students’ behavior improves. Sutherland, Wehby, and Copeland (2000) examined the
effects of teacher feedback on praise in a self-contained classroom with students identified with
Emotional and Behavior Disorders (EBD). Using an ABAB experimental design, the teacher’s
praise increased when feedback was implemented (i.e., average rate was 3.3 GP and 1.3 BSP per
15-min at baseline and increased to 3.7 GP and 6.7 BSP per 15-min with feedback; pg. 5-6).
When the teacher’s praise increased, so did students’ on-task behavior. When feedback was
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removed, the teacher’s praise rates fell below baseline levels (i.e., 1.7 GP and 1.7 BSP praises
per 15-minutes) and increased when feedback was re-implemented (i.e., 4.7 GP and 7.8 BSP per
15-minutes; pg. 5-6). This study demonstrated that feedback was an effective way to increase
teachers’ use of praise and when teacher praise rates increased, student on-task behavior
improved.
Reinke et al. (2007) used a multiple-baseline design to examine the effects of visual
performance feedback (VPF) on three teachers’ BSP. During baseline the teacher’s BSP rates
were measured along with six students’ off-task behavior. When teachers received VPF, all three
teachers’ BSP rates increased (i.e., Teacher 1’s BSP increased from 5.27 to 16.44 for student A
and 1.09 to 12.45 for student B, Teacher 2’s BSP increased from 12.60 to 17.91 for student C
and 9.80 to 20.10 for student D, and Teacher 3’s BSP increased from 1.25 to 9.00 for student E
and 1.21 to 13.67 for student F; Reinke et al., 2007, p. 257). All data were reported per 20 min
observation. In addition, when teachers’ use of praise increased, students’ off-task behavior
decreased (i.e., off-task intervals ranged from 14-33% during a 20 min observation at baseline
and 8-20% during intervention; Reinke et al., 2007, p 257-258). This study provides evidence
that when VPF is implemented, teachers’ BSP increases. Furthermore, when teachers’ BSP rates
increase with students in the general education classroom, students’ off-task behavior improves.
Therefore, when teachers’ increase their BSP (whether targeted toward students in general or
special education classrooms), students on-task behavior improves.
The existing praise literature recommends teachers deliver more praise than reprimand. In
a recent study Caldarella and colleagues’ (2020) sought out to determine whether there is an
optimal praise-to-reprimand ratio that leads to improved student behavior (i.e., on-task behavior).
Among 151 classrooms, teachers in experimental classrooms systematically increased their rate
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of praise, while teachers in control classrooms continued to implement their current practices.
Although the authors could not determine an optimal praise-to-reprimand rate, they found that as
praise rates increased, so did students’ on-task behavior. In fact, student on-task behavior
increased by 30% (compared to baseline rates).
In Illinois, the School-wide Positive Behavior Intervention Supports (SWPBIS)
framework (http://www.isbe.net/Documents/pbis-clsrm-mgmt.pdf) recommends that teachers
deliver more praises than reprimands (i.e., 5 praises to every reprimand). Based on their review
of Tier 3, praise intervention studies, Floress and Jenkins (2015) recommended that student
behavior change likely occurs when teachers deliver three to five BSPs per 10 min. Recent praise
training studies have established high, fixed-interval praise rates (Labrot, Pasqua, Dufrene,
Brewer, & Goff, 2016; O’Handley, Dufrene, & Whipple, 2018). For example, Labrot et al.
(2016) had teachers implement 1 praise per min during a 10-minute session with preschool-aged
students in a Head Start after-school program and O’Handley et al. (2018) had fifth and first
grade teachers implement at least one praise per two min during a 15-minute session. Both
studies reported that when teachers praised at a high, fixed-interval rate, students’ behavior
improved.
Despite these recommendations, preliminary research examining general education
teachers use of praise (in the absence of consultation or direct training), suggest that elementary
teachers use praise infrequently and that rates decline as grade level increases (see Jenkins,
Floress, & Reinke, 2015; Floress, Jenkins, Reinke, & McKown, 2017). Furthermore, across preK through fifth grade levels, teachers use GP more frequently than BSP (Floress, Berlinghof,
Rader, & Riedesel, 2017; Floress & Jenkins, 2015; Floress, Jenkins, et al., 2017). For example,
Floress and Jenkins (2015) reported that across four kindergarten teachers GP was used 38.5
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times per hour compared to 8.8 BSPs per hour. Floress, Berlinghof, et al (2017) found similar
findings among six preschool teachers. Preschool teachers used 47.1 GP per hour compared to
14.4 BSP per hour.
It is also interesting to note that among untrained teachers, praise rates decline as grade
levels progress (as teachers teach older students; White, 1975). White was the first to study
teachers’ “natural use of praise” across first through twelfth grade classrooms and reported that
as grade level increased, teachers’ use of praise declined. It is theorized that teachers who teach
younger children may directly observe how their use of praise influences their students’
behavior. For example, White argued that first and second grade teachers tend to attribute student
learning to their teaching (or behavioral influence) because students at this age master simple
skills rapidly. On the other hand, teachers who teach older grades are more likely to attribute
student learning to other factors (e.g., the teachers they previously had, the home environment).
Therefore, teachers who teach younger grades may be more likely to praise students because
they can observe how their praise directly impacts student learning; where this is less likely for
teachers who teach older students.
In conclusion, research suggests that praise appears to be effective when high rates are
implemented. Therefore, it is important for teachers to be aware that frequent praise use
(especially BSP) is likely to have a positive impact on student behavior. In addition, it is
important for teachers to know that praise is likely to impact students with identified behavior
problems (i.e., students in EBD classrooms) and students in general education classrooms.
Teachers who are knowledgeable of recommended rates of praise delivery (e.g., three to five
praises per 10 min or five praises to one reprimand) may also be more likely to use praise
effectively. If teachers are monitoring their praise to reprimand ratio, they are also more likely to
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focus on student appropriate behavior (on-task behavior) and strengthen those behaviors rather
than inadvertently strengthening student inappropriate behavior via reprimands.
Behavior specific praise. McDonald, Reeve, and Sparacio (2014), used a multiple
baseline design to determine whether teachers with limited teaching experience could learn to
use BSP to decrease stereotypical behavior (i.e., repetitive movements that reduce student
engagement in the learning environment) among students with Autism Spectrum Disorder
(ASD). The three teacher participants were selected because they used BSP infrequently and
worked with students with undesirable stereotypical behaviors. Teachers were taught to increase
their use of BSP via tactile prompt, a device that vibrated every 10 minutes to cue teachers to
deliver BSP to any student engaging in desired behaviors (i.e., non-stereotyped behaviors).
When the prompt was in place, all three teachers increased their use of BSP (i.e., Teacher 1
increased BSP from an average of 0 to10 per 30 min; Teacher 2 increased from 1 to 5 per 30
min, and Teacher 3 increased from 0.2 to 7.4 per 30 min; McDonald et al., 2014, p. 42). In
addition, when teachers’ use of BSP increased, all three students’ engagement in undesirable
stereotypical behavior decreased (i.e., Student 1 decreased from an average of 19.3 to 17.6 per 30
min; Student 2 decreased from 23.8 to 11.5, and Student 3 decreased from 28.3 to 6.7;
McDonald et al., 2014, p. 42
Allday and colleges (2012) used a multiple baseline design to determine the effects of
increased BSP on students with or at-risk for EBD. Four teachers (one kindergarten, first grade,
second grade, and sixth grade) participated along with seven students who were identified due to
high levels of off-task behavior. Teachers received a 40-minute BSP training that included
teaching teachers about BSP and feedback on their current use of BSP. For example, teachers
learned the definition for BSP and examples. Teachers also received feedback on their use of
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BSP (i.e., examples and a graph illustrating their BSP data at baseline). Teachers were also asked
to identify specific situations where they could increase praise. They were not explicitly told to
increase their use of BSP with the target students. Results indicated that following training
teachers increased their use of BSP. Furthermore, when teachers BSP increased, student off-task
behavior decreased.
As previously described, preliminary research on teachers’ natural use of praise indicates
that preschool, kindergarten, and kindergarten-fifth grade teachers deliver more GP compared to
BSP (Floress, Jenkins, et al., 2017; Floress & Jenkins, 2015; Floress, Berlinghof, et al., 2017).
This is particularly concerning given theory and evidence to support the use of BSP. Teachers’
infrequent use of BSP also suggests that teachers may need to be explicitly taught how to use
BSP and that for many teachers using praise specifically (identifying what behavior led to
teacher approval) is not intuitive. Current and past studies (Floress, Jenkins, et al., 2017; White,
1975) also suggest that rates of praise decline as students get older. White (1975) is the only
study to examine middle and high school teachers’ natural use of praise; however, this study is
more than four decades old and total praise was reported (i.e., GP and BSP were calculated
together). Floress, Beaudoin, and Bernas (under review), examined middle and high school
teachers’ (n = 66) natural use of praise and reported that teachers also used fewer BSPs (2.0 per
hr) compared to GP (8.5 per hour).
Teachers’ knowledge of BSP is likely important to their effective use of praise. It is
possible that although many people intuitively understand the idea of praise (i.e., identifying
when someone does something you like), they may not understand the importance of specifically
describing the exact behavior that was approved. Considering the theoretical support and
research support for the use of BSP, it is important for teachers to know that when praise is
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specific there is an increased likelihood that it will effectively impact student behavior. In the
studies reviewed BSP decreased student off-task behavior and stereotypical behavior among
students with ASD. Therefore, there is strong support for the use of BSP.
Function. Brophy (1981) argued that teachers often use praise ineffectively because they
ignore function. That is, teachers use praise ineffectively when they assume that all students will
respond positively to praise. However, praise does not always function as a reinforcer. There are
various functions that maintain behavior (i.e., attention, escape, automatic, & tangible; Horner,
1994; Iwata & Dozier, 2008). It is important to understand how function influences behavior so
that appropriate (and effective) strategies are selected. For example, if a shy student is publicly
praised after helping a student clean up a mess (and finds the praise unpleasant; i.e., punishing),
the student may be less likely to help in the future to avoid the attention she/he found unpleasant.
On the other hand, a student who commonly leaves his/her seat during independent work and is
reliably reprimanded, may begin to stay seated when the same teacher begins to praise him/her
when he/she is working hard and stays seated. In this example, a student whose behavior is
maintained by attention (i.e., teacher reprimand) improves when the teacher begins to provide
attention (i.e., teacher praise) when the student is seated and working.
Brophy (1981) stated that teachers should not assume that praise will effectively reduce
problem behaviors in the classroom, rather he encouraged teachers to examine whether their use
of praise accomplished their goals. In other words, it is important for teachers to evaluate
whether student behavior improves after praise is implemented. If student behavior does not
improve, praise is likely not functioning as a reinforcer (i.e., praise is not strengthening the
behavior targeted for intervention).
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Conroy, Sutherland, Snyder, and Al-Hendawi (2009) argued that there are various factors
that influence whether praise functions as a reinforcer (i.e., strengthens a child’s behavior) and
that it is critical to consider these factors when using praise. For example, Conroy and colleagues
state that praise is influenced by a child’s disposition, cultural background, and how a teacher
delivers praise. Understanding each child and determining the effects of praise on that child is
critical to effective praise use. For praise to function as a reinforcer it is also important that it is
applied in a safe and structured learning atmosphere, where a student feels comfortable enough
to take learning and social risks that present the teacher with the ability to praise (and correct
students) to promote student growth (Conroy et al., 2009).
Praise may also be less likely to function as an effective strategy if the person delivering
praise is a conditioned punisher. For example, students with challenging behavior often develop
tumultuous relationships with their teachers (Iwata & Dozier, 2008). This is likely due to a
negative cycle of reprimands and too little praise. A student who associates his/her teachers with
criticism and reprimand may be more likely to react hostilely (even when that teacher tries to
praise; Iwata & Dozier, 2008). Brophy (1981) argued that teachers can use praise strategically to
repair a challenging interaction with a student or “let the student know they are out of the
doghouse” (Brophy, 1981, p. 17).
To increase the likelihood that praise will function as a reinforcer it is important for
teachers to not “hold their standards too high.” In other words, it is important to praise the
student at their level. For example, if the class is working on counting to 20 in math and a
student is struggling to count to 20, that student should be praised for counting past the number
they typically count to (e.g., if they typically count to 10, praise for counting to any number past
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10). Another example is to look for opportunities to praise students who are less likely to “do the
right thing.”
Research suggests that students who are at-risk for behavior problems receive less praise
than their peers. For example, Shores et. al., (1993) measured teacher praise rates in general and
special education classrooms and found that in self-contained classrooms, teachers delivered
praise less frequently (4.0 per hour) to students identified as “aggressive” compared to students
identified as “nonaggressive” (4.5 per hour). In general education classrooms, teachers delivered
praise even less frequently to students identified as “aggressive” (1.2 per hour; Jenkins et al.,
2015). This study highlights that students who have behavioral concerns or are at-risk for
behavioral concerns receive low rates of praise.
Interestingly, students who are at-risk for behavior problems may also be more sensitive
to praise compared to their peers (Downs et al, 2019). Within this study, the researchers observed
the natural praise rates of teachers in classrooms with both students at-risk for behavior problems
and their non at-risk peers. The authors reported that all students received more reprimands than
praise and students at-risk for behavior problems received significantly more reprimands than
their non at-risk peers. Furthermore, through structural equation modeling, the authors found that
students at-risk for behavior problems were more sensitive to teacher praise (academic
engagement increased) and teacher reprimand (disruptions increased) compared to their non atrisk peers (Downs et al., 2019). Results of this study likely relate to how teacher attention
functions as a reinforcer for students at-risk for behavior problems (regardless of whether
attention is delivered via praise or reprimand).
For this reason, it is important to consider function and more specifically it is important
to understand whether praise is likely to function as a reinforcer. This is done by first
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determining the function (e.g., attention) of the student’s behavior so that a corresponding
intervention, that meets the same function, is selected (e.g., praise). Second, once praise is
implemented it is critical for teachers to be able to assess whether their use of praise is
strengthening the targeted behavior (i.e., is praise improving the target behavior). In sum, it is
important to determine the function of student behavior and once praise is implemented, whether
praise is reinforcing to the target student. By considering these factors, teachers enhance the
likelihood that their use of praise will positively influence student behavior.
Prevention. Teachers who understand that praise can be used to prevent problem
behaviors and that praise is effective with children who are at-risk for problem behaviors are
arguably more likely to implement praise effectively. For example, Fullerton, Conroy, and
Correa (2009) examined the effects of teachers praise on student compliance using a multiple
baseline design. Four teachers with at last one preschool-aged child with problem behaviors
participated. Prior to praise training, teachers’ praise rates were low (e.g., < 1 praise per min) and
the four target students’ compliance and engagement levels were variable (e.g., range, 44%-86%
of intervals observed). Teachers were individually trained to increase their use of BSP via
didactic instruction, modeling, and video performance feedback. After training, all four teachers
were observed to increase their use of BSP and overall increases in compliance and engagement
were observed across all four students. Generalization probes were also used at baseline and
intervention. Results demonstrated that during intervention (without additional training specific
to the setting) teachers’ use of BSP increased in the additional setting and the four students’
(targeted for intervention) behavior also improved in that setting. This study is a good example
for how praise can be used to prevent problem behaviors. Although the teachers were taught to
increase their praise in one setting, their use of this strategy improved in other settings and
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student behavior improved in those settings without additional training. Therefore, if teachers are
taught to increase their use of BSP, they will hopefully use it in many settings, thereby impacting
targeted students’ behavior (and possibly other students not targeted for intervention) in those
settings.
Praise is also a key element incorporated within the framework for multi-tiered systems
of behavioral support (e.g., School-Wide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports; SWPBIS
Bradshaw, Mitchell, & Leaf, 2010), which is another example of its utility as a preventative
strategy. School-Wide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports is an evidence-based
framework that aims to promote appropriate student behavior and a positive and safe school
environment (Bradshaw et al., 2010). This framework is an alternative to traditional strategies
used to decrease problem behaviors via punitive strategies (e.g., sending students to the office,
suspensions; Bradshaw et al., 2010; Lassen, Steele, & Sailor, 2006; Sadler & Sugai, 2009). The
SWPBIS framework typically includes three tiers of behavioral support that increase in intensity.
Tier 1 is a universal level of support that is provided and implemented to all students and carried
out in all school environments (e.g., classrooms, playground, bathrooms, bus). Staff are trained
to teach students appropriate behaviors, reinforce students’ use of appropriate behaviors, and
decrease students’ engagement in undesirable behaviors (e.g., off task, noncompliance;
Houchens et al., 2017).
If the overall SWPBIS framework is working effectively, approximately 85% of students
should be meeting school expectations based on the supports provided at the universal level.
Students who continue to have behavioral challenges, despite universal supports are identified
for Tier 2 supports (Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008). Common supports at the tier 2
level include small group intervention (e.g., social skills training, check-in check-out).
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Approximately 10% of students in the school are likely to receive supports at the Tier 2 level.
Tier 3 supports are provided for students who continue to struggle despite Tier 2 supports or for
students with significant and ongoing behavioral concerns. Tier 3 supports provided
individualized interventions, typically developed after a functional behavioral assessment has
taken place (Illinois PBIS, 2018). Approximately 5% of students in the school are expected to be
receiving supports at the Tier 3 level.
Teachers are commonly trained to use praise at the universal (Tier 1) level (Illinois PBIS,
2018). Specifically, teachers are taught to use praise to identify when students use appropriate
behaviors and to increase the likelihood that they will continue to demonstrate appropriate
behavior in the future (Illinois PBIS, 2018). It is also important to use praise at the Tier 2 and
Tier 3 levels to promote student appropriate behavior. The Illinois PBIS website outlines that
when praise is used at the Tier 2 and Tier 3 level, a group of students or individual student may
be targeted, and the praise rate should be high. Therefore, praise is a key component of the PBIS
framework at all three levels of intervention.
Bradshaw, Pas, Debnam, and Johnson (2015) report that the SWPBIS framework is more
commonly studied and implemented in elementary and middle schools. For this reason, high
school teachers may be less likely to have SWPBIS or praise training. Thus, it is feasible to
hypothesize that teachers who teach older students (middle and high school) may have less praise
training and may be less knowledgeable in how to effectively use praise as a behavior
management strategy. Similarly, if teachers who teach older students are less knowledgeable of
praise, they may also find praise less acceptable. When teachers rate an intervention with high
social validity (i.e., acceptability) they are more likely to implement the intervention and they are
more likely to implement the intervention with integrity (Dart, Cooke, Collins, Gresham, &
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Chenier, 2012). Therefore, if a teacher has less praise knowledge, they may also be less likely to
find praise to be an effective and appropriate classroom management strategy.
Teachers’ Praise Knowledge and Acceptability
Limited information exists on teachers’ knowledge of effective praise use. Understanding
whether teachers (without training) know how to use praise in a way that increases the likelihood
that it will be implemented effectively is an important area of study because of its potential to
guide professional development and training. Considering many teachers receive little training in
behavior management (Begeney & Martens, 2006; Nahal, 2010), ensuring they have a solid
understanding of how to use praise, makes sense. Furthermore, a tiered model of support could
be used to support teachers’ in their training and implementation of praise. Effectively screening
teachers’ knowledge of praise at the universal level, may be the first step in identifying teachers
who may benefit from additional praise training (Fisher, Hampton, & Floress, 2019). Targeted
training which provides teachers the support they need to implement praise effectively is cost
and time efficient. Dufrene, Lestrmau, and Zoder-Martell (2014) found that some teachers need
more that didactic training (e.g., explaining what praise is, discussing the different types, giving
examples, modeling, and role-play) to maintain effective praise rates. Therefore, identifying
teachers who are less knowledgeable regarding effective praise use, may be the first step in
providing tiered training support to teachers (Floress, Cates, Poroit, & Estrada, in press).
Praise knowledge assessment for teachers (PKAT). To date, only one study has
assessed teachers’ knowledge of praise (Fisher, n.d.). Fisher developed the Praise Knowledge
Assessment for Teachers (PKAT), which is a 10 item, multiple choice assessment designed to be
used with elementary school teachers. The PKAT is scored by adding 1 point for each question
answered correctly (range 0-10; a higher score indicates more praise knowledge). Prior to
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answering the 10 questions, a definition for praise and a definition for an effective classroom
management tool was provided. The 10 items on the PKAT were created with five praise content
areas identified in the literature which included: Prevention, Function, Characteristics, Positive
Outcomes, and Behavior-specific. Two questions were created to assess teachers’ knowledge
that praise can be used to prevent behavior problems and to maintain student appropriate
behavior. Three questions were created to assess teachers’ knowledge of function related to
effective praise (i.e., the importance of observing changes in the target behavior). One question
was intended to assess teachers’ knowledge of effective praise characteristics (i.e., contingent,
individual). Two questions were intended to asses teachers’ knowledge of effective praise
outcomes (i.e., improves classroom climate, improves student-teacher relationship). Two
questions were intended to assess teachers’ knowledge and use of BSP. The multiple-choice
questions were developed by first consulting the praise literature and then the questions and
correct answers were sent to experts in the field for feedback.
Behavior intervention rating scale – for praise (BIRS-P). Social validity is whether a
treatment or intervention is considered acceptable, socially relevant, and useful to all those
involved (e.g., teachers and students) in the intervention (Elliot & Treuting, 1991). It is important
to assess social validity because when teachers find interventions to be more acceptable, they are
more likely to use the intervention and they are also more likely to use the intervention
accurately (i.e., with integrity; Dart et al., 2012). In previous studies where teachers have been
taught to use praise, teachers have reported that praise is socially acceptable (Floress et al., 2017;
Stormont et al., 2007). In other words, following training/intervention implementation, teachers
reported that they were likely to continue using praise in their classroom and that they observed
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positive changes in their students after they implemented praise. Fisher (n.d.) was the first to
assess the social validity of teacher praise among teachers who had not received praise training.
Fisher (n.d.) modified the Behavior Intervention Rating Scale (BIRS; Elliot & Treuting,
1991) to create the Behavior Intervention Rating Scale for Praise (BIRS-P). The original BIRS
consists of 24 items, using a five-point Likert scale that assesses the acceptability of an
intervention (Elliot & Treuting, 1991). The original BIRS is written broadly so that it can be
applied to various interventions. Furthermore, the authors indicated that it is acceptable to
modify/adapt the BIRS to meet the expectations of a specific intervention. Fisher (n.d.) modified
the BIRS and created a 12-item, 5-point Likert scale (1 being “strongly disagree” and 5,
indicating “strongly agree”), with questions specifically asking about teachers’ acceptability of
praise. The BIRS-P is scored by adding the ratings for the 12 items together (possible scores
range from 12-60), with higher scores indicating higher levels of praise acceptance. Fisher (n.d.)
reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .89, indicating high internal consistency across items.
As mentioned earlier, Fisher (n.d.) was the first to assess elementary teachers’ knowledge
and acceptability of praise. Potential participants were recruited by collecting approximately 100
teacher email address from each of the 50 states in the United States. Teachers from all 50 states
except for 13 (California, Washington, Idaho, Kansas, Oklahoma, Mississippi, Alabama,
Arkansas, Maryland, Vermont, New Hampshire, Alaska, and Hawaii) participated. A total of 143
general education, elementary (kindergarten through sixth grade) participated by completing the
PKAT and the BIRS-P. Results from the PKAT indicated that 77% of teachers answered the 10
PKAT questions correctly, suggesting that this sample of teachers had adequate knowledge of
teacher praise. Teachers answered 96% of questions related to Characteristics and 94% of
questions related to Positive Outcomes correctly. The percentage of questions answered correctly

EDUCATORS’ KNOWLEDGE AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PRAISE

25

was lower for Prevention (68%) and Behavior Specific (61%) categories. Fisher (n.d) also found
that teacher acceptability of praise was high. Across 143 teachers, the average BIRS-P score was
54.03 (out of 60 possible points). These results indicate that teachers in this sample were highly
accepting of using praise as a classroom management strategy. The PKAT and BIRS-P were
significantly correlated, though the correlation was very weak at .18. Furthermore, there was
little shared variance between the PKAT and BIRS-P (r =141) = .18, p = .02 (one-tailed), r2 =
.03).
Fisher (n.d.) was the first to examine teacher praise knowledge and acceptability,
however there were limitations. First, the PKAT had poor internal reliability at an alpha level of
.50, which means that the test itself was only reliably measuring about 50% of the intended area
of teacher praise knowledge. Following this and upon further analysis some of the questions
asked “which is an example of praise” but some of the possible incorrect answer choices did not
depict praise or include a relevant answer that included praise. This may have assisted
participants in ruling out incorrect answers. Also, some of the answer choices were too easy,
resulting in as many as 96% of participants answering those questions correctly. When questions
are too easy, they are not likely to accurately measure what is intended (Goodwin & Leech,
2003). It is possible this study may have been limited by the data collection procedures in that
Fisher (n.d.) emailed teachers and invited them to complete the PKAT and BIRS-P on-line. It is
possible, that teachers who already used praise or found praise to be an acceptable strategy were
more likely to participate (i.e., self-selection bias). Self-selection bias is when the sample of
individuals who choose to participate are more likely to engage in the desired outcome, resulting
in inflated positive results (Heckman, 1990). Attempting to collect data from a range of
educators (regardless of their experience with praise) may help reduce participant self-selection.
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For example, requesting that the entire staff at a single school or district participate may glean
more variability in PKATE and BIRS-P results. This may also help increase consistency between
items on the PKATE.
Summary of Literature and Current Study
When used appropriately, teacher praise is an effective way to decrease students’ off-task
behavior and increase on-task behavior (Dufrene, Lestremau, & Zoder-Martell, 2014; Reinke,
Herman, & Stormont, 2013; Fullerton et al. 2009). Unfortunately, preliminary research suggests
that teachers use praise infrequently (Floress, Jenkins, et al., 2017), which may be due to teachers
receiving little behavior management training (Baker, 2005; Reinke, et. al., 2011). It is important
to understand whether teachers know how to effectively implement praise; however, only one
study to date has examined teachers’ praise knowledge (Fisher, n.d).
Fisher (n.d.) examined general education, elementary teachers’ knowledge and
acceptability of praise and although teachers reported praise to be an acceptable strategy, this
study had some limitations that could be improved upon. First, the sample (143 teachers) was
small and homogenous (i.e., Caucasian women). In addition, 96.5% of the participants indicated
that they viewed praise as an effective classroom tool (prior to completing the PKAT or BIRSP). It is possible, because most participants viewed praise positively prior to completing the
measures, that there was a self-selection bias and that attempting to gather data across a single
school or district may provide more variability in participant responses. For example, seeking
administrator approval to give the measures as part of a school-wide initiative. The original
PKAT also had poor internal consistency between items, and it may be beneficial to eliminate
easy questions (e.g., questions were more than 85%+ of participants answered correctly) to
improve internal consistency.
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Furthermore, no study has examined middle and high school teachers’ knowledge of
praise, which is an important area of study because preliminary research suggests that as grade
levels increase, teachers’ use of praise decreases (Floress, Jenkins, et al., 2017; White, 1975).
Considering that praise is an easy to use, cost effective strategy it is important that staff across all
grade levels (kindergarten through twelfth grade) know how to implement it effectively.
Furthermore, praise is a key component of the SWPBIS framework (Illinois PBIS, 2018) and
schools should be confident that all staff who interact with students (i.e., administrators, teachers,
support staff) have the knowledge to use praise effectively. The current study aims to continue
this line of research by studying educator praise knowledge in the middle and high school
setting, while improving upon some of the limitations identified in the Fisher (n.d.) study. The
following three research questions and two exploratory questions were posed:
1. How knowledgeable are middle and high school staff regarding their use of praise as a
behavior management strategy? Because many teachers report minimal training in
behavior management (Baker, 2005; Reinke, Stormont, Herman, Puri, & Goel, 2011), it
was hypothesized that overall praise knowledge will be low.
2. Do middle and high school staff find praise an acceptable behavior management strategy?
Many teachers report praise to be an acceptable behavior management strategy
(especially after receiving training) and Fisher (n.d.) found that untrained, elementary
teachers reported praise to be acceptable. However, no study has examined middle and
high school staffs’ acceptability of praise, therefore no hypothesis was offered.
3. Is there a relation between staff knowledge of praise and their acceptability of praise?
Fisher (n.d.) found a weak correlation between praise knowledge and acceptability;
however, the PKAT had poor internal consistency. Assuming the internal consistency of
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the PKATE has improved, it was hypothesized that the PKATE and BIRS-P would be
positively correlated.
4. Do staff members who receive praise from their supervisor or administrative team have
more praise knowledge? This question was exploratory in nature and not a focus of the
current study. Nonetheless, it may provide insight and direction for future study. No
hypothesis was made.
5. Do staff members who receive praise from their supervisor or administrative team have
higher praise acceptability scores? This question was also exploratory in nature and not a
focus of the current study. Nonetheless, it may provide insight and direction for future
study. No hypothesis was made.
Method
Participants and Setting
A total of 201 educators from three states (N = 159 from Illinois; N = 37 from Florida; N
= 5 from Indiana) participated in the study. Anyone who worked in a middle or high school
(sixth grade through twelfth grade) and had a work email was invited to participate. Participation
was offered to any educational staff working in the building because praise is a key component
of the SWPBIS framework, and all educational staff are expected to carry out the framework
with students. Most participants identified as White/Caucasian (N = 180, 89%), female (N = 149,
74%), and were employed as teachers (N = 164, 82%). Of the teacher participants, 75% taught
general education, 15% taught special education, and 10% taught specials (i.e., art, physical
education, music). Support staff (e.g., school counselors, school psychologists, social workers,
nurses) made up 10% of the participant sample, followed by administrators (3%), and special
education aides/teacher aides (3%).
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Of the 201 participants, 33% (N = 66) worked in the middle school setting, 44% (N = 80)
worked in the high school setting, and 27% (N = 55) worked in both a middle and high school
setting. Across the participant sample, experience was well distributed. Approximately 39% of
participants had 16 or more years of experience, 36% had 6-15 years of experience, and 25% had
0-5 years of experience. Most participants (69%) held a master’s degree and approximately half
of the participants (54%) reported taking a behavior management course either during their
undergraduate or graduate training. For additional demographic details see Table 1.
Measures
Demographics questionnaire. Participants completed a brief demographics
questionnaire (Appendix A). Demographic items included sex, age, racial background, highest
educational degree obtained, years of experience in education, and whether they have taken a
behavior management course during their educational training. Staff members also indicated
which job title best fit their current role with one of the following classifications: Administrator
(e.g., principal, assistant principal, dean), Support staff (e.g., school counselor, school
psychologist, social worker, nurse), General Education Teacher, Special Education Teacher,
Special Education Aide / Teacher Aide, Specials Teacher (e.g., band, art, physical education,
library), or Other (e.g., coach, resource officer, custodian, bus monitor, lunch staff). Teacher
participants were also asked to report details of their current teaching (e.g., grade, subject).
PKATE. The PKATE (Praise Knowledge Assessment of Teachers and Educators; see
Appendix B) is a revised version of the original PKAT, created by the researcher and mentor.
The PKATE consists of 10 multiple-choice items and was revised from the original PKAT in the
following ways. First, questions from the original PKATE (Fisher, n.d.) that most participants
answered correctly (i.e., 85% or more answered correctly; De Champlain, 2010) were revised.
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Second, the authors examined each question critically to make sure that the available answers
included responses related to praise. For example, in the original PKAT when asking “which is
an example of effective praise,” an answer choice might have included “turn the lights on and
off” with no mention of praise. Third, unlike the original PKAT that had some questions related
to knowledge of praise outcomes (e.g., increased instructional time), all PKATE questions were
created to assess how to use praise. Finally, questions were revised to match scenarios more
likely to occur in the middle and high school setting. For example, instead of having a scenario
where a child was repeatedly told to line-up, the scenario was revised to reflect a student who
was repeatedly told to get to class on time. In the revision, questions aimed to assess the
following key areas identified in the praise literature: Prevention, Function, Behavior-Specific,
and Immediacy. However, many of the questions, tap into two or all four of these key areas.
Therefore, the PKATE was expected to measure overall praise knowledge and not specific
domains (see Appendix B).
Another major revision to the PKATE was scoring, which changed from a dichotomous
method (i.e., one point for a single correct item choice) to a ranking method (i.e., 1-4 points for
an item choice depending on the level of correctness). Because item choices have varying levels
of correct praise knowledge, a ranking method was used to score the PKATE. To score the
PKATE, each of the four item choices is assigned a point value ranging from 1-4 (a rank of 1 is
considered most correct and a rank of 4 is considered least correct).
To determine the weighted value for each of the four item choices for the 10 items, the
PKATE was reviewed by five experts in the field. To be considered an expert the individual
needed to have published at least two praise studies in peer-reviewed journals. The experts were
asked to rank the answers from most correct to least correct. Across the five experts, five of the
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10 items had 100% agreement on the most correct answer choice. In all cases, except one,
rankings varied by less than 1 rank level (i.e., the standard deviation was less than 1). For 43% of
the item choices, there was 100% consistency among the rankers and an additional 23% of item
choices only had one of the five rankers differ.
To determine a final rank for each of the item choices the rankings across raters were
summed. Then a final rank value was assigned based on the sum (smallest sum = 1, second
smallest sum = 2, second largest sum = 3, largest sum = 4). The PKATE is scored by assigning
the rank value to each item choice and then summing the item values to obtain a total PKATE
score. PKATE total scores can range from 10 (more praise knowledge) to 40 (less praise
knowledge).
Administrator praise. Last, after answering the PKATE questions, staff answered
whether they receive praise or acknowledgement from their supervisor or administrative team by
indicating “yes” or “no.” If they answered “yes,” they indicated the frequency of praise they
received using a Likert scale ranging from 1-9 (1 indicating once a year and 9 indicating once a
day). This question was asked after the PKATE so participants were already familiar with the
praise definition (provided prior to completing the PKATE).
BIRS-P. The BIRS-P (Behavior Intervention Rating Scale for Praise, Fisher, n.d;
Appendix C) was not revised as the original language was not specific to working with students
of a certain age. The BIRS-P is a 12 item, 5-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = strongly
disagree to 5 = strongly agree) that was adapted from the 24-item Behavior Intervention Rating
Scale (BIRS; Elliot & Treuting, 1991). The original BIRS was designed to assess educator’s
acceptance of a behavior intervention and the original language was broad so that the measure
could be used with a variety of interventions. The BIRS-P was adapted by Fisher (n.d.) by
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incorporating praise specific language, so that this measure assesses educator’s acceptance of
praise as a classroom management strategy. To score the BIRS-P, the ratings for the 12 items are
summed. Scores can range from 12-60 with higher scores indicating higher acceptance of praise.
Finn and Sladeczek (2001) found the BIRS (Elliot & Treuting, 1991) to be a reliable measure
(i.e., Cronbach’s alpha was .97). Fisher (n.d.) used the BIRS-P with 143 elementary teachers and
reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .89. The current study included a sample of 200 middle and high
school educators and Cronbach’s alpha was .90. A Cronbach’s alpha of .7 is considered adequate
(Gie, Yong, & Pearce, 2013), therefore the internal reliability of the BIRS-P is acceptable.
Procedures
After securing IRB approval, recruitment of middle and high school staff occurred in the
following ways: (a) school administrators were contacted and invited to have their school
participate (by forwarding the study link to their school staff) in exchange for a written report of
their schools’ (anonymous) results (see Appendix D); (b) staff members’ emails were collected
from district websites and emails (with the study link) were sent directly to prospective
participants; (c) an invitation to participate (with the study link) was posted to the EIU school
psychology graduate program Facebook page; (d) administrators at two university laboratory
schools were contacted and invited to have their school participate in exchange for a written
report of their schools’ (anonymous) results.
A link for the study was created so that participants could consent to participate,
complete the demographics form, the PKATE, and the BIRS-P online via Qualtrics software.
After staff completed the survey, they were invited to participate in an Amazon gift card drawing
by providing their email (which was kept separate from study data). From those participants who
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provided their email, nine emails were randomly selected, and nine $10 amazon gift cards were
mailed to those participants.
Analytic Plan
To answer the first research question, how knowledgeable are middle and high school
staff regarding their use of praise as a classroom management strategy, the PKATE was
individually scored for each participant and entered into an excel file. Participant scores were
organized into staff categories (e.g., Administrator, Support staff, General Education Teacher,
Special Education Teacher, Special Education Aide / Teacher Aide, Specials Teacher, or Other)
and descriptive statistics were calculated. Individual questions were also analyzed to report the
percentage of participants who correctly answered each question (broken down by staff
categories).
To answer the second research question, do middle and high school staff find praise an
acceptable classroom management strategy, the BIRS-P was individually scored for each
participant and entered into an excel file. Participant scores were organized into staff categories
(e.g., Administrator, Support staff, General Education Teacher, Special Education Teacher,
Special Education Aide / Teacher Aide, Specials Teacher, or Other) and descriptive statistics
were calculated.
To answer the third research question, is there a relation between staff knowledge of
praise and their acceptability of praise, a Pearson’s r was calculated using participant scores on
the PKATE and the BIRS-P.
To answer the fourth (exploratory) research question, is there a correlation between the
amount of praise staff members receive from their administrator/district office and their overall
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knowledge of praise as a classroom management strategy, a Pearson’s r was calculated using
PKATE scores and staff reported administrator praise scores.
To answer the final research question, is there a correlation between the amount of praise
staff members receive from their administrator/district office and their overall acceptability of
praise as a classroom management strategy, a Pearson’s r was calculated using BIRS-P scores
and staff reported administrator praise scores.
Results
A total of 201 participants completed the PKATE and 200 participants completed the
BIRS-P. To answer the first research question, how knowledgeable are middle and high school
staff regarding their use of praise as a behavior management strategy, PKATE descriptive
statistics were analyzed. Of the 201 participants who completed the PKATE, the average score
was 18.76 (SD = 3.99, range 12-32). Scores could range from 10 (more praise knowledge) to 40
(less praise knowledge). Based on the possible range of scores that could be obtained, it was
determined that a score in the 80th percentile or higher would be acceptable (i.e., ≤ 16; see Table
2). Most participants scored slightly below average.
Each question was analyzed for further review to examine the pattern of how participants
answered (see Table 3). Less than 45% of participants provided the best response (rank 1) for
three items (item 1, 5, and 10). Types of praise knowledge associated with these items included
BSP, prevention, and function. Approximately 60-70% of participants provided the best response
(rank 1) for four items (item 2, 3, 4, 7, and 9). Types of praise knowledge associated with these
items included BSP, immediate use, and prevention. Approximately 80% of participants
provided the best response (rank 1) for two items (item 6 and 8). Knowledge associated with
these items included BSP, prevention, and immediate use.
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When PKATE scores were examined across staff categories (e.g., Administrator, Support
staff, General Education Teacher, Special Education Teacher, Special Education Aide / Teacher
Aide, Specials Teacher, or Other), on average, Specials Teachers (N = 16) performed the best
(average score = 16.88; SD = 4.15; range = 12-28) with scores falling within the above average
range to the below average range. On the other hand, Administrators (N = 6) performed the worst
(average score = 20.33; SD = 3.14; range 16-24) with all six scores falling within the slightly
below average range. See Table 4 for average scores for each staff category.
A t-test for independent means was also ran to analyze whether there was a significant
difference between level of education. Those with graduate education (e.g., a master’s degree or
higher; N = 144) were compared to participants without graduate education (N = 57) on each
individual PKATE item. A significant difference was found between the two groups on Item 1
and 3. On these questions participants without graduate education did better than those with
graduate education. On item 1 below graduate education had a mean score of 2.58, while
graduate education had a mean score of 2.75. On item 3 below graduate education had a mean
score of 1.40, while graduate education had a mean score of 1.57. A one-way ANOVA was also
used to examine any significant differences between years of experience on each PKATE item.
Across all three groups, 0-5 (N = 50), 6-15 (N = 72), and 16+ (N = 79), there were no significant
difference found.
To answer the second research question, do middle and high school staff find praise an
acceptable classroom management strategy, BIRS-P descriptive statistics were analyzed. Of the
200 participants who completed the BIRS-P, the average score was 50.30 (SD = 5.42; range =
(12-60). The possible range of scores on the BIRS-P include 12-60 with 60 indicating higher
acceptability of praise. When BIRS-P scores were examined across staff categories (e.g.,
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Administrator, Support staff, General Education Teacher, Special Education Teacher, Special
Education Aide/Teacher Aide, Specials Teacher, or Other), on average Special Education
Teachers (N = 25) had the highest praise acceptability scores (average = 51.60; SD = 5.60; range
44-60) and Special Education Aide/Teacher Aides (N = 6) had the lowest praise acceptability
scores (average = 49.00; SD = 3.35; range 46-55). See table 5 for average scores for each staff
category. A t-test for independent means was also ran to analyze whether there was a significant
difference between level of education. Those with graduate education (e.g., a master’s degree or
higher; N = 143) were compared to participants without graduate education (N = 57) on each
total BIRS-P score. There were no significant differences found between groups on their
acceptability of praise usage. Along with this analysis, a one-way ANOVA was run to identify
any possible significant differences between years of experience on the total BIRS-P score.
Across all three groups 0-5 (N = 50), 6-15 (N = 71), and 16+ (N = 79), there were no significant
difference found.
There are various types of reliability, however, reliability is referred to as the consistency
of an assessment instrument either over time (test-retest reliability), across items (internal
consistency), or across different researchers/participants (inter-rater reliability; Chiang,
Jhangiani, & Price, 2015). Assessing the reliability of an instrument is important because a
reliable test allows researchers to identify whether the instrument they are using adequately
measures the intended construct. If an instrument is not reliable it is difficult to say that it is
measuring its intended construct or make assumptions about results obtained with the instrument.
One type of reliability is internal consistency, which is defined as the consistency of an
individual’s responses across items on a multiple item measure. Items are considered consistent
when they adequately relate to one another (Gie Yong & Pearce, 2013). A Cronbach’s alpha of

EDUCATORS’ KNOWLEDGE AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PRAISE

37

.80 is preferred, whereas .70 is considered an adequate level of reliability when measuring
internal consistency (Gie Yong & Pearce, 2013). If items do not correlate, it is inappropriate to
determine that the measure reliably assesses the construct of interest. In the current study,
Cronbach’s alpha was used to analyze the internal consistency across the PKATE items which
produced a Cronbach’s alpha of .38, indicating poor internal consistency across the 10 items.
Further examination of how each item influenced the overall reliability suggested that
multiple items lowered the Cronbach’s alpha and if removed, would increase the overall internal
reliability of the PKATE. An exploratory factor analysis is defined broadly as a mathematical
procedure that simplifies data to discover patterns in a set of data (Child 2006). These patterns
are typically represented by the variables grouping together (loadings) and when multiple
variables group together they are called factors. A loading of .70 is considered acceptable (Gie
Yong & Pearce, 2013) and it is appropriate to assume that those variables are related to an
individual factor.
An exploratory factor analysis was used to determine whether PKATE items loaded onto
individual factors. All 10 items were factor analyzed using principle component analysis with
varimax (orthogonal) rotation. The analysis yielded four factors explaining a total of 55.92% of
the variance for the entire set of variables. The PKATE items loaded onto the four factors in the
following way: Factor 1 included items three, seven, eight; Factor 2 included items two, nine,
ten; Factor 3 included items one, five, six; Factor 4 included item four (see Table 6). Next,
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated using only the items that corresponded to that factor. For Factor
1, Cronbach’s alpha = .64. This was the only factor that yielded a reliability coefficient that
approached an acceptable level of internal consistency; however, .64 still falls below the
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acceptable range. Based to these results, the remaining questions were analyzed using Factor 1
only.
To answer the third research question, is there a relationship between staff knowledge of
praise and their acceptability of praise, a Pearson’s r was calculated using PKATE (Factor 1)
scores and BIRS-P scores. Results suggested that PKATE scores (praise knowledge) and BIRS-P
scores (praise acceptability), were negligibly related, r(198) = -.12, p = .052 (one-tailed), r2 =
1.4%. Participants with higher PKATE scores (i.e., highest possible score = 12), had lower
BIRS-P scores; while lower PKATE scores (i.e., lowest possible score = 3), had higher BIRS-P
scores. In other words, educators with more praise knowledge (i.e., low score) had higher levels
of praise acceptability (i.e., high score) and educators with less praise knowledge (i.e., high
score) had lower levels of praise acceptability (i.e., low score). This relation was not significant;
however, it was approaching statistical significance. The effect size was small.
To answer the fourth (exploratory) research question, is there a correlation between the
amount of praise staff members receive from their administrator/district office and their overall
knowledge of praise as a classroom management strategy, a Pearson’s r was calculated using
PKATE scores and staff reported administrator praise scores. Results suggested that PKATE
scores and the amount of praise received from administrators/district office, were negligibly and
insignificantly related, r(199) = .06, p = .207 (one-tailed), r2 = .36%. In other words, educators
with more praise knowledge (i.e., low score) reported lower administrator praise and educators
with less praise knowledge (i.e., high score) reported higher administrator praise. This relation
was not statistically significant and the correlation was negligible, but there was a medium effect
size (Cohen, 1988).
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To answer the final research question, is there a correlation between the amount of praise
staff members receive from their administrator/district office and their overall acceptability of
praise as a classroom management strategy, a Pearson’s r was calculated using BIRS-P scores
and staff reported administrator praise scores. Results suggested that BIRS-P scores and the
amount of praise received from administrators/district office, were significantly related though
the correlation coefficient was negligible, r(198) = .14, p = .028 (one-tailed), r2 = 1.9%. In other
words, educators with higher acceptability of praise (i.e., high score) reported higher
administrator praise and educators with lower acceptability of praise (i.e., low score) reported
lower administrator praise. This relation was statistically significant but not even strong enough
to say there was a correlation, and the effect size was negligible.
Discussion
This study examined middle and high school educators’ and teachers’ knowledge and
acceptability of effective praise. Many teachers have reported that during their pre-service
training, they received little to no instruction on how to effectively manage student problem
behaviors (Baker, 2005; Reinke, Stormont, Herman, Puri, & Goel, 2011). Considering this,
teachers’ knowledge and ability to effectively implement evidence-based behavior management
strategies, like praise, is of utmost importance (Kyriacou, 2001). Praise is an effective classroom
behavior management strategy that has been studied for decades (Floress, Beschta, 2017; Hall,
Lund, & Jackson, 1968; White, 1975). Although it is helpful to know that praise, is an effective
strategy it is still unclear how knowledgeable educators are about using praise effectively.
Considering that praise is a key component to SWPBIS, it is crucial that all educators know how
to use praise effectively.
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This study fills a gap in the literature in that little is known about educators’ and teachers’
knowledge of praise. Further, this study sought to improve an early iteration of a tool intended to
measure teachers’ knowledge of praise (PKATE; Fisher, n.d.). Having a tool to measure
educators’ and teachers’ knowledge of praise is likely to be helpful (in combination with direct
observation) to guide school-wide educator training needs related to effectively using praise with
students. A total of 201 educators completed the PKATE and 200 completed the BIRS-P. Results
from the PKATE indicate that in this sample, educators fell within the below average range in
their knowledge of praise, as measured with all 10 PKATE items. Educators, in this sample,
found praise to be an acceptable strategy for managing student behavior. Although there was a
very small relationship between educators’ knowledge of praise and their acceptability of praise,
(i.e., educators with more praise knowledge reported praise to be more acceptable and educators
with less praise knowledge reported praise to be less acceptable), this relation was not
statistically significant. Educator knowledge of praise also presented a very miniscule
relationship with administrators use of praise (i.e., educators with more praise knowledge rated
their administrators to use less praise and educator with less praise knowledge rated their
administrators to use more praise). This relation was also not statistically significant. Lastly,
educators with higher praise acceptability reported receiving more praise from their
administrators and educators with lower praise acceptability reported receiving less praise from
their administrators. However, this relationship was not statistically significant as well.
First, the average score across educators on the PKATE was 18.76, which fell within the
slightly below average range. This outcome was consistent with the author’s hypothesis. The
possible range of scores on the PKATE is 10 (most knowledge) to 40 (least knowledge), with an
adequate score falling within the 80th percentile or higher (i.e., ≤ 16). Therefore, the average
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score (18.76) for the current sample was seven points higher than the possible median score (25),
but lower than the cut-off score (16). Specials Teachers had the highest average PKATE score,
followed by Support Staff, Special Education Teachers, General Education Teachers, Other,
Special Education Aides/Teacher Aides, and Administrators.
Overall, there was little variability between category average scores and the unequal
group sizes should be considered, as group size can influence averages. Nonetheless, these
results may suggest that certain educator groups may have more praise knowledge than others.
For instance, support staff (e.g., school counselors, school psychologists) and special education
teachers are likely to have specialized training to directly intervene with students at-risk for
academic and behavior problems. On the other hand, considering that administrators (e.g.,
principals, assistant principals) oversee and evaluate their staff, it is concerning that they may
have less knowledge of praise when compared to the other groups. Dufrene, Lestrmau, and
Zoder-Martell (2014) argue that some teachers need additional praise training (beyond didactic
instruction) to achieve and maintain effective praise use in the classroom. It is likely that this
holds true for all educators, not only classroom teachers. Therefore, future research should
collect PKATE data across equal educator groups to see if true differences exist.
An exploratory factor analysis using all 10 PKATE items was used to determine how the
items grouped/loaded together. Based on these results, Factor 1, which included items three,
seven, and eight produced the highest factor loading (.64). Gie Yong and Pearce (2013) indicate
that a loading of .70 is acceptable. Factor 1 seemed to tap into the following knowledge
constructs important to effective praise use: the importance of using behavior-specific praise.
Future revisions of the PKATE might consider adding additional questions similar to items three,
seven, and eight to possibly increase the internal reliability of the PKATE. For the remaining
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research questions, only three items from the PKATE (Factor 1) were used. The range of
possible scores on the PKATE were reduced from 30 points (10-40 for 10 items) to 8 points (412 for 3 items). Having a narrower range of scores on the PKATE may have influenced the
correlation results because the range was reduced (Bland & Altman, 2011).
Second, on average educators found praise to be an acceptable strategy for managing
student behavior (50.30, range 12-60). With the current sample, the internal reliability of the
BIRS-P was acceptable (Cronbach’s alpha = .90). This is the second time this measure has
produced an acceptable internal reliability coefficient (Fisher, n.d.). The total possible BIRS-P
scores range from 60 (highly acceptable) to 12 (not acceptable). Special Education Teachers had
the highest acceptability scores, followed by Other, Administrator, Specials Teachers, Support
Staff, General Education Teachers, and Special Education Aides/Teacher Aides. As noted, there
was little variability between educator categories. Fisher (n.d.) reported similar results (average
of 54.03) in that teachers in her sample also reported high acceptability of praise (average 50.30,
p. 34). Considering this, and results of previous studies that have examined teachers’
acceptability of praise (Floress et al., 2017; Stormont et al., 2007), it may be safe to conclude that
many teachers and educators are likely to find praise to be an acceptable strategy. However, it is
worth noting that in the current sample (prior to completing the PKATE and the BIRS-P) 99% of
the participants reported praise to be an effective strategy. It would be helpful to obtain PKATE
data from participants who report praise to be both effective and ineffective.
Third, the level of praise knowledge did not significantly correlate with educator’s
acceptability of using praise nor did the relationship present a high enough correlation to say
there was one, though the results were approaching significance. Fisher (n.d.) found a significant
correlation between teacher praise knowledge and praise acceptability. However, Fisher (n.d.)
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used a tool with items that were not used in the revised tool. Particularly, items that most
participants in the Fisher n.d. sample answered correctly, suggesting these items may have been
too easy. In addition, the Fisher study used a different scoring technique (i.e., multiple choice
items were either scored correct or incorrect) and the range of possible scores included 0-10. To
analyze this research question, the current study only used three items (Factor 1) and the range of
possible scores were 4-12. Therefore, the possible range of scores used on both praise knowledge
measures were limited in their potential for variability. In addition, the Fisher (n.d.) sample only
included general education teachers, whereas the current study included all educators who
interact with students in the school environment. It is also important to keep in mind that in the
current study the praise knowledge measure had poor internal inconsistency (i.e., worse than the
Fisher, n.d. measure). Future research should focus on creating items like the items making up
Factor 1 to increase the scoring variability and internal consistency of the PKATE.
Finally, the last two questions were experimental in nature as no other study has
examined the relation between educators’ praise knowledge and administrator praise or
educators’ praise acceptability and administrator praise. Neither of these questions were
significantly correlated or presented high enough correlations to say there is a relationship.
Maybe more interesting is that educators in this sample reported receiving very little praise from
administrators. On average participants reported to receive praise “once a year” and
approximately 25% (n=51) of participants reported to never receive praise from their
administrator. There are benefits to staff who work in a positive work environment (Fredrickson,
2000), just as there are benefits to students who receive instruction within a positive classroom
climate (Bradshaw et al., 2010). Employees who work in a positive work environment are less
likely to be absent from work and less likely to feel stress and are more resilient to stressful
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situations. Further research might examine the relation between administrator praise and
benefits to educators. Based on prior research, it is possible that educators who receive more
support and praise from their administrators and co-workers, may be better able (and more
willing) to support and praise students (e.g., leader behavior can influence organizational
environments; Dickson, Smith, Grojean, & Ehrhart, 2001).
Limitations and Future Directions
This study attempted to revise and improve upon a tool intended to assess educators’
knowledge of effective praise use; however, there are limitations and improvements that should
be addressed in future research. First, the PKATE used in the current study lacks adequate
internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha of .38). The reliability of the PKATE (using all 10 items)
fell below the minimum level to be used for reliable interpretation. An exploratory factor
analysis revealed a single factor (made up of items three, seven, and eight) came close to the
minimum standard. Future iterations of the PKATE should improve the internal consistency
among items.
Although this is the first study to incorporate the knowledge of all educators (which is
important considering all educators are expected to implement the SWPBIS framework) the
educator categories in the current study were unequal. Most participants were teachers, which is
also the largest educator category employed in a school; however, unequal categories make
comparisons difficult. For example, the Administrator category had the worst PKATE score, but
was also the most underrepresented group with only six participants. Future research should
collect PKATE data from an equal number of participants for each educator category so that
comparisons can be made. Future research should explore assessing educator categories to
determine which group might benefit from praise training. For example, if future research
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demonstrates that Administrators have below average praise knowledge, targeting the group for
professional development related to effective praise may be critical to school-wide use.
Administrators observe and provide feedback to their staff. It is critical for them to be
knowledgeable of effective praise use, so they can accurately support and provide feedback to
their staff. Another limitation is the lack of diversity among participants. Most participants in
the current sample were White (89%) and the second most represented was African
American/Black (5%). The study itself could have been limited due to region, as almost all
participants were from the Mid-west with a large majority from Illinois alone.
Another limitation is the validity of the PKATE. No study has assessed whether more
knowledge, as measured by the PKATE, relates to teachers using more praise in the classroom.
When teachers receive praise training, they increase their use of BSP (Reinke et al., 2007; ZoderMartell, Floress, Bernas, Dufrene, & Foulks, 2019). Some recommendations for how teachers
can increase their use of praise and suggested target rates (three to five BSP per 10 min) have
been offered (Floress, Cates, Poirot, & Estrada, in press; Floress & Jenkins, 2015). It would be
helpful to know whether teachers who have more knowledge, as measured by the PKATE, use
more praise in the classroom. If so, the PKATE and a brief observation could be used to widely
screen teachers who may benefit from additional praise training. Future studies should consider
observing educators use of praise in the classroom and their scores on the PKATE to determine
whether there is a correlation between higher amounts of BSP use in the classroom and more
praise knowledge. In addition, the PKATE could also be used to determine whether differences
in praise knowledge exist between groups of educators who have received praise training and
those who have not.
Implications
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Results from this study support the idea that praise is an acceptable strategy to manage
student behavior. Praise is also a low-cost strategy because it does not require the purchase of
materials and can be easily implemented with little instruction/training. It is also an easy to
implement because it does not take a lot of time (e.g., a few seconds to let a student know that
what they are doing is acceptable). Considering this, praise should be a priority in terms of
ensuring all school staff use and have knowledge of praise. There has been very little praise
research among secondary educators use of praise. One reason for this may be the belief that
praise is primarily effective for younger children (e.g., prek through fifth grade). For this reason,
the use of the word “praise” was changed to “positive feedback” on all survey materials used in
this study. To be clear, the definition provided on survey materials for praise was unchanged. To
increase the social acceptability of praise with older students, and its use between educators (i.e.,
educator to educator), it is critical to recognize the importance of semantics.
Praise is an effective strategy. Most research has demonstrated the effectiveness of praise
as an individualized (Tier 3) strategy, but there is growing research support for its use as a
universal (Tier 1) strategy (Zakszeski, Thomas, & Erdy, 2020). Zakszeski and colleagues (2020)
performed pre- and post-training observations on 57 teachers’ level of praise and class-wide ontask behaviors in a Tier 1 setting. The observations took place in two different schools, where
one school (33 teachers total) received performance feedback and direct training to increase
praise rates and the other school (24 teachers total) received no training. The post-training
observations resulted in an increase in praise rates and class-wide student on-task behavior went
up by 10% (78% on-task pre-training and 88% on-task post-training). Teachers who did not
receive training did not improve (i.e., remained at .74). This study provides support for the use of
praise at the universal (Tier 1) level, not only for targeted intervention (Tier 3).
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Results from this study suggest staff perceive administrators to provide praise
infrequently. Praising may be a challenging strategy to use not only for teachers, but for people
in general. It is easier for adults to identify when children misbehave, rather than identify when
children display acceptable behavior as they may perceive this behavior as expected and not
warranting praise. Similarly, it is likely easier for an administrator to provide a teacher feedback
when the teacher has made a mistake, rather than when the teacher’s work performance is
acceptable.
Conclusion
In conclusion, results from this study suggest that educators in this sample were slightly
below average in their knowledge of effective praise use, as measured with the PKATE. Overall,
educators found praise to be a highly acceptable strategy. Considering educators acceptability for
praise, that praise is an effective, low-cost strategy, and time-efficient to implement, all
educators should make praise a behavior management priority in their schools. Preliminary
studies suggest general education teachers use praise in their classrooms infrequently, therefore,
it may not be surprising that in the current sample, educators also reported to receive praise
infrequently from their administrators or supervisors. Although praise is easy to implement (in
that you do not need materials and it can be done quickly), its implementation may be more
difficult for lay persons without training. Therefore, it is important to continue to find ways to
adequately assess and train all educators to use praise effectively.
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Appendix A: Demographics
Please provide the name of the school or school district you are employed.
____________________________________________________________
1. Please indicate your sex
______ Male

______Female

2. Please indicate your racial background
______ American Indian/Alaska
______ Asian
______ Black or African American
______ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
______ White
______ Two or more races (please specify)
______ I prefer not to answer
3. Please indicate your age

_______ Age

4. Which best describes your job title.
______ Administrator (e.g., principal, assistant principal, dean)
______ Support staff (e.g., school counselor, school psychologist, social worker, nurse)
______ General Education Teacher (please indicate all grades you currently teach)
_______ Special Education Teacher (please indicate all grades you currently teach)
_______ Special Education Aide / Teacher Aide
_______ Specials Teacher (e.g., band, art, physical education, library; please indicate all
grades you currently teach)
_______ Other - Please Specifify (e.g., coach, resource officer, custodian, bus monitor,
lunch staff)
5. Years of experience in your position
6. Please indicate your highest level of education
______ Less than high school

_______ Years
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______ High school diploma or equivalent
______ Some college, no degree
______ Postsecondary non-degree award
______ Associate’s degree
______ Bachelor’s degree
______ Master’s degree
______ Doctoral or professional degree
7. Have you taken an undergraduate or graduate course that focuses on managing student
behavior?
______ Yes (name of course)
______ No
______ Other
8.

How would you describe the overall school climate where you work?
______ Positive
______ Negative

9. How would you describe your feelings toward your workplace?
______ Positive
______ Negative
10. In what setting do you work?
______ Primary (elementary school; K-5th grade)
______ Secondary (middle school; 6-8th or high school; 9-12th)
11. In your opinion, is praise an effective classroom management tool?
______ Yes
______ No
12. In your work environment, do you receive praise from your supervisor(s) or administrative
team?
______ Yes
______ No
13. On a scale from 1–9 please circle how often you receive praise from your
supervisor/administrator. With a score of 1 being once a year, 3 being once a month, 5 being
once every two weeks, 7 being once a week, and 9 being once a day.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
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Appendix B: PKATE
Note: Teacher praise is defined as a verbal statement or a gesture (non-physical or
physical) that provides a student positive feedback for a desired behavior that goes beyond
acknowledging a correct academic response. (Brophy 1981; Hester, Hendrickson, & Gable,
2009)
Note: An effective classroom management tool is defined as a strategy used by a teacher
that leads to a positive change in student behavior.
Open-ended questions:
1. Is praise an effective classroom management tool? (YES/NO)
If answer NO- no open-ended question.
If answer YES- Please describe or give an example of how effective praise is used
with students.
Multiple choice:
Each question is intended to be a situation that could occur in a middle or high school
setting. When answering each question, please imagine you are faced with the scenario
described (regardless of your assigned job in the school setting). Although there may be
certain aspects of each answer that is correct, please select the best answer.
1. Student A is a student who always arrives to class on-time, whereas Student B is an atrisk student who frequently is reminded 2-3 times to get to class and typically shows up
late. Today, you notice that both students arrive on-time without any reminders. Which is
an example of using positive feedback to promote getting to class on-time?
a. “Student A, thank you for being on-time.” (3)
b. “Student A and Student B, good job getting to class on-time!” (2)
c. “Student A, nice job getting to class on-time. Student B, thank you for getting to
class on-time without any reminders!) (1)
d. Do not provide positive feedback to Student A or Student B because getting to
class on-time is a school expectation. (4)
2. The group of students you are supervising are more disruptive than usual. Which of the
following is an example of using positive feedback to promote appropriate behavior?
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a. “I see that Student A, Student B, Student C, and Student D are sitting quietly.
Thank you!” (1)
b. “Yesterday, you were all behaving. Today I see Student A and Student B are quiet,
Thanks Student A and Student B!” (2)
c. Stand silently in front of the group of students and wait for them to settle down,
then provide positive feedback once they quiet down. (3)
d. Tell Student A and Student B (who are currently the rowdiest students) to settle
down and then provide Student A and Student B positive feedback when they are
quiet (“Thank you, Student A and Student B). (4)
3. Which of the following is theorized to be a superior form of positive feedback?
a. “Excellent job” (2)
b. A preferred tangible (e.g., Mountain Dew; Flaming hot Cheetos) (4)
c. “Thank you for quieting down while I passed out the exam.” (1)
d. A positive feedback gesture (e.g., thumbs up). (3)
4. Student A is a student who has a difficult time paying attention. Today, you notice that
instead of doodling or looking out the window, the student is attentively working. Which is
an example of using positive feedback to promote on-task behavior?
a. Later that day pull Student A aside and provide positive feedback for paying
attention in class. (4)
b. Walk by Student A and provide positive feedback to him/her and other students
nearby for working attentively. (2)
c. Walk by Student A while he/she is working and quietly provide positive feedback
for working attentively. (1)
d. Provide positive feedback to all the students for paying attention, so you don’t
draw attention to just Student A. (3)
5. One way to determine whether your positive feedback is effective is …?
a. To assess whether the targeted problem behavior decreased. (2)
b. To assess whether student engagement increased. (1)
c. To assess whether student intrinsic motivation increased. (4)
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d. To assess whether student academic motivation increased. (3)
6. Student A is a student with behavior problems. He/she is prone to physical altercations
with other students, yells, and is even verbally aggressive to school staff. You want to build
a better relationship with Student A, but also want his/her behavior to improve. What can
you do to accomplish this?
a. When Student A has an aggressive outburst, and successfully calms down, provide
positive feedback for calming down. (2)
b. Wait for Student A to demonstrate pro-social behaviors (e.g., behave
appropriately) for the day, then provide positive feedback at the end of the day. (3)
c. When Student A is verbally aggressive, pull him/her aside and provide support by
providing positive feedback regarding his/her previous pro-social behaviors (e.g.,
previous times he/she has behaved appropriately). (4)
d. Look for frequent opportunities to provide positive feedback to Student A, before
he/she misbehaves. (1)
7. Which of the following examples is the most effective form of praise?
a. A fist bump (Gesture) (4)
b. Homework Pass (Tangible) (3)
c. “Nice work” (2)
d. “Awesome job getting that assignment in on-time!” (1)
8. You notice that students are more disrespectful lately (e.g., not following directions,
talking back, arguing). You know that responding to desirable behaviors is one way to
decrease unwanted behavior, therefore to increase appropriate behavior you should…
a. Spend some time explaining why talking back is disrespectful and unacceptable.
(2)
b. Identify and provide specific positive feedback (e.g., thank you for following
directions) to students who follow directions. (1)
c. Implement discipline (e.g., send the student to the office or “write them up,” for
disrespectful behavior) when they talk back. (4)
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d. Engage with students in a way that illustrates why they should not be
disrespectful (e.g., “Do you talk to your grandma [or person who is important to
you] like that?”). (3)
9. Student A struggles academically and has reading difficulties. It is common for Student A
to be disruptive and refuse to participate in English/Language Arts class and as a result is
sent out of the classroom. You wonder if Student A’s misbehavior is maintained by avoiding
class, and you want to find a way to keep him/her in the classroom. Which is an example of
positive feedback that might help you accomplish this goal?
a. Let Student A know that you want to help him/her be a better reader and
therefore he/she won’t be sent out of the classroom anymore when he/she is
disruptive and refuses to participate. (4)
b. Have Student A participate in class, provide him/her positive feedback for
participating and let him/her take a break before prompting him/her to participate
again. (1)
c. Provide positive feedback to Student B, who is participating and sitting next to
Student A, in hopes that Student A will also begin participating. (2)
d. Provide positive feedback to Student A for his/her participation the previous day
(e.g., “Student A, you did a great job engaging yesterday…I wish you were willing to
participate today.”). (3)
10. Which group of students are most likely to benefit from effective praise?
a. Students in middle and high school. (4)
b. Students in elementary school. (3)
c. Students receiving special education services (2)
d. Students identified with an Emotional Disturbance or Behavior Disorder. (1)
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Appendix C: BIRS-P
Directions: Please select the option that
best describes how you feel about each
statement.

1

Teacher praise is an acceptable strategy for
increasing student appropriate behavior.
2 Teacher praise effectively reduces student
problem behaviors.
3 I would suggest using praise to other
teachers.
4 Teacher praise should not only improve the
students’ behavior in the classroom, but
also in other settings (e.g., other
classrooms, home)
5 Teacher praise would not result in negative
side effects for students.
6
I like using teacher praise.
7 Overall, teacher praise is beneficial to
students.
8 Most teachers would find praise acceptable
for increasing a variety of appropriate
student behaviors.
9 Teacher praise improves the
teacher/student relationship
10 I would suggest using praise to other
teachers struggling to manage student
problem behaviors.
11 Teacher praise would improve the child’s
behavior to the point that it would not
noticeably deviate from other classmates’
behavior.
12 I think it is acceptable for teachers to praise
students for appropriate behavior.

Strongly
disagree

Disagr
ee

Slightly
disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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Appendix D: Email to School Administrators

Dear So and So administrator,
My name is Zachary Yehling and I am a 2nd year graduate student in the School Psychology
Graduate Program at Eastern Illinois University. For my thesis, my chair (Dr. Floress) and I
have developed a tool to assess teachers’ knowledge of praise. We are hopeful that this will be
useful for schools in that praise is a key component of any school-wide positive behavior
intervention support (SWPBIS) framework (Bradshaw, Mitchell, & Leaf, 2010)! Furthermore,
praise is an easy, effective, and low-cost strategy that increases student appropriate and on-task
behavior (Illinois PBIS, 2018). We are hopeful that in the future, schools will be able to
administer this 10-question measure named the Praise Knowledge Assessment for Teachers and
Educators (PKATE) to school staff to help guide professional development needs. Research
suggests that some school staff benefit from more direct feedback and support in their delivery of
praise (Sutherland, Wehby, and Copeland, 2000). We hope to be able to deliver this information,
so schools can target professional development to their staff in a way that is both time and cost
efficient.
We are asking you to have everyone employed at your school to complete these two measures.
The PKATE has 10 items and the BIRS-P, which assesses whether someone finds praise to be an
acceptable strategy, has 12 items. Employees at your school will be able to answer these
questions on-line and we expect it to take 5-10 minutes to complete. Your school’s participation
would help us further develop the PKATE for future use. In exchange for your school’s
participation, we can provide you a summary report on your school’s performance broken down
by staff categories (i.e., administrators, teachers, special education teachers, support staff,
etc).We will not be able to give specific staff feedback and all data will be collected without
asking staff for personal information (i.e., names). We have two versions of the PKATE, one for
elementary schools (K-5th grade) and another for middle and high schools (6th – 12th grade).
Thank you for taking the time to read this email. We would love to follow-up with you in person
to answer any questions you have. Thank you for considering your schools for participation. If
you have any questions, please feel free to contact me via email zryehling@eiu.edu or Dr.
Floress at mfloress@eiu.edu (812.219.8419).
Best,

Zachary Yehling
School Psychology Graduate Student
Eastern Illinois University
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Table 1.
Demographics
n

%

Female

149

74

Male

52

26

White/Caucasian

180

89

Black/African American

11

5

Asian

1

.5

Pacific Islander

1

.5

Two or More Races

2

1

I prefer not to answer

6

3

General Education Teacher

123

61

Specials Teacher

16

8

Support Staff

21

10

Administrator

6

3

Special Education Teacher

25

13

Other

3

1

Special Education Aide/Teachers Aide

6

3

No response

1

1

Middle School (5-8)

66

33

High School (9-12)

80

44

Middle and High School (5-12)

55

27

0-5

50

25

6-10

36

18

Teacher sex

Staff Racial Background

Staff Member Type

Grade Range

Years of Teaching Experience
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11-15

36

18

16-20

24

12

21+

55

27

Some College, no degree

1

.5

Associate’s Degree

1

.5

Bachelor’s Degree

55

27

Master’s Degree

139

69

Doctoral Degree

5

2

Yes

91

45

No

109

54

No response

1

.5

Yes

199

99

No

1

.5

No Response

1

.5

Yes

150

75

No

51

25

1-2 (Rarely)

39

26

3-4 (Once a Year)

48

32

5-6 (Once a Month)

32

21

7-8 (Once a Week)

28

19

9-10 (Once a Day)

3

2

Educational Degree Obtained

Bx Management Course

Is Positive Feedback and
Effective Strategy

Administrator Positive
Feedback

Amount of Administrator
Positive Feedback (Yes)
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Table 2:
PKATE Theoretical Scoring
PKATE Score

Score Classification

Percentile Range

10 – 13

Above Average

(< 90%)

14 – 16

Average

(80% - 89%)

17 – 25

Slightly Below Average

(50% - 79%)

26 – 32

Below Average

(25% - 49%)

33 – 40

Extremely Below Average

(> 25%)
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Table 3.
PKATE Item Breakdown
PKATE
Knowledge
Item
Type

Question
Ranking

Participant % for each
Ranking
Rank
(n = 201)

Descriptive
Summary

Item 1
BSP
Prevention

1
2
3
4

7
57
126
11

3
28
62
5

3% gave best response

BSP

1
2
3
4

115
14
48
24

57
6
24
12

57% gave best response

BSP

1
2
3
4

138
31
22
10

69
15
11
5

69% gave best response

BSP
Prevention
Immediate

1
2
3
4

117
50
6
28

58
25
3
14

58% gave best response

Function

1
2
3
4

50
103
11
37

25
51
5
18

25% gave best response

Prevention
Immediate

1
2
3
4

158
18
5
20

79
9
2
10

79% gave best response

BSP

1
2
3
4

134
13
26
28

67
6
13
14

67% gave best response

BSP

1
2
3
4

156
21
20
4

78
10
10
2

78% gave best response

Item 2

Item 3

Item 4

Item 5

Item 6

Item 7

Item 8
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Item 9
Function
Prevention
Immediate

1
2
3
4

136
10
21
34

68
5
10
17

68% gave best response

Prevention

1
2
3
4

84
6
51
60

42
30
25
30

42% gave best response

Item 10
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Table 4:
Educators Average PKATE score and knowledge classification
Educator Category

(n = 201)

Average Score

Score Classification

General Education
Teacher
Specials Teacher

123

18.90

Slightly Below Average

16

16.88

Slightly Below Average

Support Staff

21

18.81

Slightly Below Average

Administrator

6

20.33

Slightly Below Average

Special Education
Teacher
Other

25

18.48

Slightly Below Average

3

19.67

Slightly Below Average

Special Education
Aide/Teachers Aide
No response

6

20.17

Slightly Below Average

1

17

Slightly Below Average

EDUCATORS’ KNOWLEDGE AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PRAISE

73

Table 5:
Educators Average BIRS-P score
Educator Category

(n = 201)

Average Score

General Education Teacher

123

49.94

Specials Teacher

16

50.75

Support Staff

21

50.43

Administrator

6

50.83

Special Education Teacher

25

51.60

Other

3

51.33

Special Education
Aide/Teachers Aide
No response

6

49

1

52
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Table 6.
PKATE Factor Loadings
Factor 1

Factor 2

Item 1

Factor 4

-.661

Item 2
Item 3

Factor 3

.711
.768

Item 4

(<.4)

Item 5

.568

Item 6

.547

Item 7

.793

Item 8

.609

Item 9

-.465

Item 10

-.561

Factor Loadings based on a principle components analysis with varimax (orthogonal) rotation
for 10 items from PKATE (n = 201)
Note. Factor Loadings <.4 are suppressed.

